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January 20, 1999
0730-1630

Welcome and Introductions

James Waddell began by asking the attendees to stand and introduce themselves.  The list of
attendees for the SMR meeting is provided in Appendix 2.

Bill Zobel explained the five rules of conduct for the meeting:

1.  Every contribution has value.
2.  Speak one at a time.
3.  Stick to time limits.
4.  Willingly raise concerns.
5.  Willingly volunteer.

Larry Reed of EPA prefaced his report on the Superfund status and programs by noting that
neither Superfund nor Reauthorization was addressed in the President’s State of the Union
Address. The future of the Superfund program is unclear, although potential compromises in the
comprehensiveness of the legislation may extend authority.  In addition, the trust fund will be
exhausted some time in 2001.  

Currently, EPA Headquarters is conducting monthly conference calls with the USACE to identify
commonalities and overlapping issues.  Mr. Reed mentioned that the meeting materials outline
many of these issues.  Examples of opportunities for cooperation between EPA and the USACE
are through the Centers of Expertise (CX), cost estimating reviews, and Y2K compliance issues at
cleanup sites.  

Some of the major programmatic issues that face the agencies are reuse of Superfund sites, Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC), Brownfields, and Formally Utilized Sites Remedial Action
Program (FUSRAP).  Contaminated sediments also are becoming a topic of intense national and
political interest and could be best addressed with cooperation from the USACE.  The Hudson
River and Housatonic sediment sites are examples of USACE and EPA cooperative efforts that
address contaminated sediment remediation strategies, scoring, and Superfund cleanup
responsibilities.

LTC Jeff Hills of USACE, then addressed the group and stated he was looking forward to the
demonstration of the RECAP remote monitoring system used at the Industrial Latex site in New
Jersey.  LTC Hills praised the use of the business manager in Region 2.  He also pointed out that
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operating as a business ensured that the best abilities and costs are taken into account when
coordinating USACE resources with EPA needs.

LTC Hills also felt that recycling of Superfund sites is an opportunity for USACE involvement. 
The presentation by Civil Works representatives will provide more information on this topic. 
USACE may also provide assistance in testing and resolving Y2K compliance issues at Superfund
sites.

Superfund Program Status/Update

John Smith reported that initiatives begun in fiscal year 1995 emphasized fast tracking and
increased use of removal authority at Superfund sites.  In the same year, Congress withheld $100
million and threatened further cuts.  EPA began ranking sites and funding cleanup according to
their priority.  As time progressed, EPA realized that this was a short-sighted response because it
increased the time that sites must spend on the NPL.  

Mr. Smith recommended that management of EPA programs be proactive and strive to address
potential problems more quickly.  The current annual budget for the Superfund Program remains
as $1.5 billion annually.  Removal and enforcement funding for 1996, 1997, and 1998 was $560,
$670, and $540 million, respectively.  Funding for the next three years is expected to be fairly
consistent:

C Ongoing projects: $200-250 million/year
C Removal projects: $120 million/year
C Enforcement/Fairness: $30-60 million/year
C Remaining new start construction:  $150 million/year

Last year, 27 new remedial action projects were started, 9 of which were remedial and 2 were
removal.  These new starts cost $210 million.  Mr. Smith also stated that a more detailed
breakdown of these costs and an analysis of trends will be available at the next SMR meeting.  In
response to Shaheer Alvi, Mr. Smith reported that there appear to be geographic funding trends
that will be addressed at the next SMR meeting.

Mr. Smith also reported that there are many dynamics existing that affect the Superfund
workload.  The easiest, smallest site cleanups were completed first.  Current projects, therefore,
tend to be larger more complex sites and face heightened community involvement.

The Superfund program will probably become more involved with Brownfields and equivalent
cleanup activity.  Equivalent cleanup activity is used to remediate sites that are not listed on the
NPL.  This strategy depends on coordination and cooperation from the PRPs for cleanup to be
effective.
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Sound Bytes

James Waddell and Ken Skahn provided short status updates to the audience on a number of
topics and issues.  The intent of the “sound byte” presentation is to provide information deemed
important but not requiring extensive presentations or discussion.

Technical Assistance to EPA - Chemistry Labs

Dr. Marcia Davies reminded the group that the USACE environmental labs are located in
Vicksburg and Omaha.  The Waterways Experiment Station (WES) in Vicksburg, Mississippi, is
capable of analyzing a host of samples and has abundant experience with dioxins.  The
environmental labs provide appropriate government assurance and do not compete with the
private sector.  The CX can also collect high quality samples, rerun data tapes, or assist with
project planning for determining which sampling methods to use.  A description of the chemistry
laboratories is provided in the meeting materials (Appendix 3).

Center of Expertise (CX)

Ken Skahn discussed the great potential for EPA to use the CX.  Partial funding for the CX is
provided by an IAG.  Tasks accomplished by the CX include cost recovery documentation,
management of the national IAG database, and data validation.  The CX also conducts technical
review of Records of Decision (RODs), cost estimates, and five-year review reports.  Mr. Skahn
stated that the CX has compiled a notebook of facilities nationwide for commercial treatment,
recycling and reuse, and storage.  A list of technical experts at the CX is provided in the meeting
materials (Appendix 3).

Rapid Response Team and Superfund

James Waddell reported that the Rapid Response Team is represented by John Kirschbaum and
has supported the Superfund removal program to dispose of methyl-parathion, coal tar, and other
contaminants.  In addition to their traditional role in removal actions, the Rapid Response Team
also assists with the startup of cost-reimbursement contracts.  Mr. Waddell commented that the
Rapid Response Team helped to reduce a cost-reimbursement contract of $1.5 million to $450
thousand.  A description of the Rapid Response Program is provided in the meeting materials
(Appendix 3).

EPA Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Cost Estimating Guidance

Ken Skahn reviewed the status of the development of a RI/FS cost estimating guidance by Mike
Goldstein of the EPA.  Mr. Skahn commented that the document outlines the discount rate and
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describes how to compare and support the estimate.  The guidance document will address current
problems, including the lack of detail and supportability of cost estimates, and will improve the
overall ROD cost estimating process.  This guidance was developed with the assistance of the
cost estimators from the CX.

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

James Waddell then provided the current status of the FUSRAP program.  In 1997, Congress
provided $400 million for the cleanup of FUSRAP sites contaminated with low-level radiation. 
The transition of these sites from Department of Energy to USACE was relatively successful. 
Several FUSRAP RODs are currently being developed as part of the program.  John Frisco
commented that the FUSRAP transition was not entirely smooth.  Mr. Waddell agreed, stating
that although the process of the transition was good, refinements still need to be made.   A
description of USACE FUSRAP activities is provided in the meeting materials (Appendix 3).

Y2K Problems

Mark Keast discussed the process by which Y2K compliance is tested and resolved by the
USACE and EPA.  The USACE and EPA are responsible for Y2K compliance at the operation
and maintenance (O&M) phase of a Superfund site cleanup.  Mr. Keast used the Higgins Plant
site in Region 2 as an example of a successful Y2K review.  Region 2 is using a cost-
reimbursement contract and a performance-based statement of work at the site.  Testing for Y2K
compliance consists of listing the devices used at the site, developing a testing plan, conducting
the tests, and then contacting vendors for solutions to Y2K problems.  Vendor solutions often
include repairing or replacing the defective part, working around the part, or developing a
contingency plan.  A description of the USACE/EPA Y2K Project is provided in the meeting
materials (Appendix 3).

Access to USACE

Business Managers:  Shaheer Alvi and Mike Scarano

Shaheer Alvi and Mike Scarano reported that the business manager position in Region 2 provided
clear technical support and could be implemented in other Regions.  Business managers help the
EPA by linking Regional needs with USACE resources from all Districts. 

Mr. Scarano recommended that business manager positions be filled in more Regions.  His
success as a business manager depended upon being in constant communication with John Frisco
and the RPMs.  Fostering honest professional relationships and alliances between agencies created
a “virtual team” composed of experienced staff from across the country.  Mr. Scarano also
pointed out that the business manager focuses on the needs of the EPA and should enjoy political
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neutrality within the USACE.  The keys to successful implementation of the business management
process are flexibility and communication.

Regional Experience with Generic/Blanket IAGs:  William Bolen and Greg Herring

Generic IAGs are preapproved agreements between EPA and the USACE for smaller short-term
work assignments.  Technical Assistance IAGs may be used for cost estimating, remedial
oversight, document review, real estate support, and Contract Officer Technical Representatives
(COTRs) support.  Rapid Response IAGs include project planning, site visits, and cleanup
activities.  

IAGs can be obtained by contacting the Regional Project Officer.  A simple two-page Statement
of Work is required to detail the task assignments and identify deliverable dates.  Ric Hines
reminded the group that generic IAGs are funded according to site specific tasks.  Mr. Herring
also mentioned that Geiners Lagoon, Mid-States Landfill, and NW Muethe are sites where
Technical Assistance IAGs were used successfully.  A sample generic IAG is provided in the
meeting materials (Appendix 3).

USACE Staff detailed to EPA:  John Cunningham

John Cunningham began by saying that detailing USACE staff to EPA was a “win-win” situation. 
Going into the process, John Cunningham had questions over the effectiveness of these details
and concerns that one year was not sufficient time for USACE staff detailed to a Regional  Center
to come up to speed.  The USACE staff detailed to EPA-HQ quickly dispelled these concerns.

USACE details to EPA-HQ began when John Blanchard successfully implemented an IAG to
detail a USACE employee to the EPA Brownfields Program.  The success of that individual lead
to the consideration of USACE staff details to several of the Superfund’s Program’s Regional
Centers at Headquarters.  With the first detailee’s assignment nearing the end, plans to find
individuals with similar capabilities must be initiated.

Mr. Cunningham also felt that the USACE needs to make EPA details more attractive.  Fringe
benefits and travel considerations should be improved to compensate candidates for moving away
from their families.  

Start-Up Teams:  John Kirschbaum

“Start-Up” Team contributions include cost-reimbursement training in Jacksonville, New York,
Kansas, and Nashville.  Start-up assistance was also provided in New York, Baltimore, the New
England District, and Chicago.  Mr. Kirschbaum reiterated the importance of creating “virtual
teams” to provide USACE resources from all Districts.  Shaheer Alvi commented that ARCS
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construction in Region 2 provide another example of USACE involvement.  John Frisco also
mentioned that EPA in Region 2 had expressed their satisfaction with USACE involvement in
cost-reimbursement coordination.  Start-up teams have also proven their effectiveness during the
closeout process for the Bryant Mill Pond PCB site in Region 5.

Recycling of Superfund Sites

General Background:  John Harris and Paul Nadeau

John Harris is an economist for the Superfund program and has experience with community
incentives for reuse of Superfund sites.  Mr. Harris pointed out that EPA Administrator Carol
Browner will be announcing an initiative to increase reuse of Superfund sites.  The successes of
the reuse program include:

C Overcoming the stigma associated with the value of property at Superfund sites,
C Providing intangible economic benefits to the local community,
C Maintaining the protectiveness of human health and the environment, and
C Providing recreational and social benefits.

Mr. Harris stated that reuse involves a holistic approach to site management.  Community
acceptance and involvement is an important aspect of the planning involved at these sites.  Local
businesses and lending institutions should be involved in the process and understand the economic
potential of reusing the Superfund site.  Promotion of the success of recycled Superfund sites will
increase their number and foster community acceptance.

There are currently 106 actual and 42 planned recycled Superfund sites.  At the Industri-Plex site
in Woburn, Massachusetts, Target® retail stores purchased the land for $600,000 per acre.  The
company was willing to pay a high price for the land because of the sites location near a proposed
interstate exchange.  Money from the proceeds of the sale went to a private custodial trust used to
market the site, and to the landowner, the PRP, and EPA.  Target® even constructed a cap more
protective than what was recommended by EPA as part of a community relations effort.

The Anaconda Smelter site in Montana provides an example of how reusing Superfund sites as
golf courses is becoming a growing industry.  The PRPs constructed a leachate collection system
under the golf course to collect the mining waste.  As a bonus, this system also collects and treats
the excess fertilizers and other chemicals used to maintain the golf course.  PRPs and the EPA at
this site worked closely with the community to foster public acceptance.

Casinos are another industry that are reusing Superfund sites.  At the Central City/Clear Creek
site in Colorado, the RPM was able to convince a local bank to provide the startup costs for the
casino.  Effective communication between the casino industry, the local community, and the
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Regions removed many of the typical obstacles encountered when recycling Superfund sites.  

Other successfully reused Superfund sites include the Kane and Lombard site in Baltimore, the
Luminous Processes site in Athens, Georgia, the Lipari Landfill site in New Jersey, and the
Arkansas City Dump site in Kansas.  Mr. Harris attributes their success to the promotion of reuse
to the community and the flexibility involved with addressing future use of the site.  Community
action at the Chisman Creek site in Virginia actually prompted greater action than the capping
strategy that was originally proposed.  State involvement was also critical in reusing the Bowers
Landfill site in Ohio as a wetland habitat. 

Walt Graham asked how much additional money was spent to reuse the Industri-Plex site.  Mr.
Harris explained that there was no extra cost because of the design of the site.  The mass transit
authorities in the area also opted for a more protective remedy than the one presented by the
Region.  Addressing these issues requires walking a fine line between “betterment” and
protectiveness.  Tax breaks, recreational organizations, and the creation of jobs may provide other
incentives to reuse these sites.

Paul Nadeau then discussed means of implementing reuse at Superfund sites.  Promotion of reuse
requires the “three ‘P’s of recycling:”

1.  Promoting reuse opportunities.
2.  Partnership and pilots, and
3.  Policy refinement.

Mr. Nadeau reminded the group that protection of human health and the environment is still the
top priority to the EPA.  Regions should serve as a catalyst for reuse by using the initiative to
accelerate Superfund cleanup.  Policy should be modified to consider enforcement issues first and
not depend upon consent decrees or mandates.

Successful site recycling depends upon careful planning at the preliminary stages of remediation. 
Mr. Nadeau recommends conducting a more thorough and comprehensive RI/FS to make a more
informed decision in the ROD.  It is important to recognize the possibility of reusing the
Superfund site throughout the remediation process.

Mr. Nadeau stated that the successful promotion of reuse will come from developing tools for site
managers to demonstrate the successful reuse of Superfund sites in all Regions.  An information
clearing house must also be established to mitigate financial risks at recycled sites to private
insurance companies and banks.  Guidance must also be adjusted to make IAGs more amenable to
reuse.  Mr. Nadeau also reported that guidance is needed for identifying when it is acceptable to
spend more to reuse a Superfund site.
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Pilots and demonstration projects should also be established to show how site recycling can be
done effectively.  Tim Fields is also interested in providing interactive agreements with local
agencies, States, and Tribes to promote reuse.  Partnerships should be fostered between EPA and
USACE staff that have experience with civil works and real estate programs.  

Rich McCollum asked how to decide what is an acceptable land use of a Superfund site when
there is not an interested party.  Mr. Nadeau answered that the Superfund program does not
decide land use.  Partnership with local agencies and the community is needed to decide how the
site will be used.  John Harris commented that one weakness to this approach is that communities
are often limited in there land use planning expertise.  Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs) may
encourage community involvement in making land use decisions.  

USACE Civil Works Authorities:  Beverly B. Getzen

Beverly Getzen stated that the primary mission of the USACE Civil Works Program is to provide
expertise for navigation, flood damage reduction, and ecosystem restoration. Other missions
include planning assistance to states, Flood Plain Management Services (FPMS), and engineering
research and development.  Ms. Getzen recommended visiting the Civil Works Program web site
at: http://www.usace.army.mil/functions/cw/cecwp.htm

Ms. Getzen mentioned that the Civil Works Program has developed several guidance documents
which may be useful to encourage reuse at Superfund sites.  Project Modifications for Improving
the Environment, Aquatic Ecological Restoration, and Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material
provide guidance on regulations and strategies that may be used in support of the reuse initiative.  

Examples of USACE Involvement in Reusing Superfund Sites

James Waddell discussed the Glen Cove Brownfield site.  The stigma attached to NPL sites was
minimized by close cooperation between the Department of Energy (DOE), EPA, and the
USACE.  At Glen Cove, DOE provided funding to remove tungsten at the start of the project.

Reuse of the Koppers Coke site required coordination between the EPA, USACE, and State
agencies.  The site was capped with contaminated sediments that were stabilized with a concrete
mixture. Koppers Coke, although not a Superfund site, is considered a success because of the
development of an industrial park on the site.

Advanced Technologies for Site Monitoring (RECAP)

One of the goals of the RECAP program is to improve the inspection process for Superfund sites. 
Current oversight work is inhibited by the geographic disparity of project sites, the short duration
of cleanup at some sites, and staffing limitations.  RECAP provides access to sites by using
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cameras that can be manipulated offsite via the Internet.  The data can be stored and later
retrieved.

RECAP allows real time oversight of cleanup activities from across the country.  LTC Hills
demonstrated how RECAP is being used at the Industrial Latex site.  The RECAP project cost
$38 thousand dollars to implement at the site.

Cost Estimating Review

Miguel Jumilla provided a status report of current efforts to improve the development of
Independent Government Cost Estimates (IGCE).  Three-member teams were established
consisting of a cost estimator, a project manager, and an EPA representative.  Mr. Jumilla pointed
out that cost estimate documentation and deficiencies in detailing the level of effort (LOE) for
work assignments are critical areas.  The Walla Walla District study identified the following tools
to assist in the preparation of the IGCE:

C Automated systems and cost estimating software;
C Model Statements of Work (SOW), to ensure that the LOE cost data is detailed;
C Databases of historical cost data, updated and made available to the Regions;
C Checklists, for reviewing work plans; and,
C The Cost Estimating Procedures Manual: Guide to Developing and Documenting

Remedial Alternative Costs Estimates During the Feasibility Study.

The draft assessment report was provided to the Regions on December 30, 1998, and should be
complete by January 22, 1999.  EPA Senior Management will be briefed on the assessment in
February, and the draft summary report will be completed by March 31, 1999.  Also, before
issuance of the draft summary report, Superfund National Policy Managers will be briefed in
March 1999.

The USACE also conducted cost estimate assessments for the DOE Office of Environmental
Management (EM), during fiscal years 1996 through 1998.  These assessments identified $3.1
billion in potential savings after review of estimates, schedules, and technical scopes for 13 DOE
sites.  Assessments were conducted in two phases.  An overview of the baseline estimates was
first conducted to identify areas of potential cost savings.  These potential savings areas were then
investigated in detail to demonstrate mechanisms for cost savings.

Marcia Davies commented that cost estimating software is continuously reviewed and asked if
MCASES or ERASER software was reviewed.  Ken Skahn answered that these software tools
are used for construction costs estimates.  There are very few tools for estimating costs for LOE
contracts.  A comprehensive database of historical costs data would be very useful for estimating
LOE and costs at the subtask level.  Mr. Jumilla agreed that a database of LOE and cost data is
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needed.  The creation of this database will require coordination between EPA and the USACE.  A
description of the Cost Estimating Review is provided in the meeting materials (Appendix 3).

Contaminated Aquatic Sediment Remedial Guidance Workgroup

Ernie Watkins discussed the creation of the Contaminated Aquatic Sediment Remedial Guidance
Workgroup (CASRGW) to develop guidance on selecting a remedy at a contaminated sediment
site.  The Workgroup consists of seventy people from the EPA Regions, USACE, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Office of
Water (OW), and the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER).  Mr. Watkins
hopes that the diversity of agencies and backgrounds represented in the Workgroup will support
EPA’s Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy and create a concise guide to remediating
contaminated sediments.

The CASRGW guidance will provide concurrence from many government agencies, reference to
existing guidance, and support restoration and beneficial use of sediment sites.  Reference will be
made to existing guidance from the Great Lakes National Program Office’s (GLNPO) Assessment
and Remediation of Contaminated Sediment (ARCS) documents.  USACE and Environment
Canada documents will also be used in the development of the guidance document.  Mr. Watkins
stated the CASRGW guidance document will focus on no action, monitored natural attenuation,
capping, and dredging as remedial alternatives for contaminated sediment sites.  No action will be
divided into “Up-Front” and “Tail-End”determinations of no action.  Up-Front no action occurs
when a site is determined to present no risk to human health and the environment.  Tail-End no
action will occur when the amount of contamination exceeds the capacity of all other remedies. 
The premise of the Workgroup is that the contaminated sediment site is listed on the NPL and is
in the feasibility stage of the remediation process.

The purpose of the CASRGW guidance is to use the National Contingency Plan (NCP) to select a
remedial action at a contaminated sediment site.  The guidance will focus on the five Superfund
Balancing Criteria to screen the remediation alternatives.  Overarching policy issues also must be
resolved to ensure consistency among each of the alternatives.

Mr. Watkins also pointed out the CASRGW is striving to comply with the Administrator’s goal of
increasing the long-term effectiveness and permanence of remedies at Superfund sites.  He
pointed out that at the Manistique site, PRP data showed no long-term risk if a capping strategy
were implemented.  Investigation of the data at the site showed that PCB contamination would
eventually escape the cap into the water column.  Fish advisories and other resource losses would
subsequently follow the breach of the cap.  

The CASRGW will address tradeoffs between short-term and long-term impacts at a sediment
site.  Dredging and ex-situ remediation strategies pose short-term risks of resuspension,
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volatization, or transport during the dredging and disposal processes.  In-situ strategies, on the
other hand, pose long-term risks of advection, bioturbation, erosion, or diffusion of contaminants
into the water column.  Finding a suitable balance between these potential risks requires close
scrutiny.  All remedial alternatives are potentially feasible at a contaminated sediment site.  The
challenge of the selection process is to choose a remedy that is both protective and cost effective.

Challenges faced by the CASRGW include balancing the intangible costs associated with a loss of
resources and the Congressional direction for cost-benefit analysis.  Construction cost uncertainty
and the use of criteria for catastrophic event scenarios must also be resolved. 

Mr. Watkins stated that the first draft of the CASRGW guidance document will be completed by
April 30, 1999.  The next CASRGW meeting will be in June 1999.  A final version of the
guidance will be completed by December of 2000 and will be included in the Federal Register.  

Beverly Getzen pointed out that USACE staff stationed at Fort Belvoir may be able to assist in
the risk analysis portions of the CASRGW guidance document.

Contracts

USACE Experience with MARC:  John Kirschbaum

John Kirschbaum reviewed USACE experience with Multiple Award Remediation Contracts
(MARC).  MARC contracts in the Rapid Response program have a ceiling of $150 million and
are awarded for a two-year base period.  This period may be extended with a three-year option
and contracts have a minimum $50,000 guarantee.  For performance-based assignments under the
MARC program, the new assignments are given based on past performance so that interest is
maintained throughout the contract work.

Mr. Kirschbaum used his experience using Roy F. Weston as an example of a successful MARC
contract.  Roy F. Weston’s removal experience prior to award of the Rapid Response MARC
contract was limited to the EPA REACT contract.  Although work at their first site was rocky,
the contractor demonstrated dedication to the project and showed great flexibility in switching
staff to accommodate the needs at the site.  The General and Administration overhead rates for
the site ranged from 3.5-4.0% instead of the typical 7-11% at other sites.  Such a reduction in
G&A rates demonstrated improved efficiency and improved negotiation processes at the site.

Rich McCollum asked how contractors were selected from among a group without performance
experience.  Mr. Kirschbaum answered that open competition and oral presentations may be
enough to select the best candidate.  He also pointed out that despite the low minimum guarantee,
there was usually sufficient interest among contractors to increase competition.
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EPA Performance-Based Contracting Pilots:  Derrick Montford

Derrick Montford reported that the impetus for performance-based service contracting (PBSC)
came from the Government Performance and Results Act.  The goal of PBSC is to improve
objectiveness and efficiency of contracting operations.

Pilot projects for PBSC have been conducted at the ABC One Hour Processing, Scrap
Processing, Tar Creek, and Nashua River sites.  An evaluation of Tar Creek demonstrated
measures for improving efficiency and reducing costs that could be employed by USACE and
EPA at other sites.  SOWs for these sites showed more flexibility in sample size requirements and
allowed innovative approaches to sampling techniques.

Paul Nadeau pointed out that the PBSC pilot projects have saved an estimated $13 million and
that those involved had been nominated for an EPA medal.  Although no awards have been
obtained yet, these individuals are still in the running for a Contract Management Award.

John Riley mentioned that the purpose of PBSCs it to provide flexibility to contractors in
identifying the most efficient means of accomplishing a task.  He explained that EPA tells “the
contractor what needs to be done but not how to do it.”  USACE involvement is crucial to
determining when PBSC is appropriate at a site.  Communication with the USACE is also needed
for deciding when cost-reimbursement contracts should be used with PBSC.  Mr. Nadeau also
mentioned that a fact sheet is currently being created for developing PBSC Statements of Work.

Contract Management of Cost-Reimbursement Contracts to Obtain Lowest Reasonable Costs:
Calvin Curington

Mr. Curington asked the group to refer to the Superfund Pocket Card when working with cost-
reimbursement contracts.  The Superfund Pocket Card contains eight “commandments” for cost-
reimbursement contracting:

1. Risk management;
2. Technical knowledge;
3. Effective leadership;
4. Cost management;
5. Training;
6. Reward;
7. Project management; and 
8. Superfund program construction management.

Mr. Curington stated that the management goal of cost-reimbursement contracts is cost
avoidance.  This goal requires understanding the technical resources needed at a site, proactively
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directing the contractor, and challenging the contractor to consistently provide their best effort. 
Uncertainty is a natural part of the cost management process, but can be overcome with
communication with the contractor to achieve the lowest reasonable cost.

At the Bunker Hill site, effective cost management resulted in costs savings of $4.4 million.  Cost
management at the site included continuous review of the cost estimates to identify potential cost
saving measures.  Training for cost management is available from the Rapid Response program
and the Start-up Tiger Teams.

James Waddell reminded the group that careful contract management is essential and will be
reviewed periodically by USACE Headquarters.

EPA Contracts 2000 Strategy:  Art Flaks

Art Flaks reviewed the development of EPA’s long-term contracting strategy.  The current
structure of contracts will be the same except for Response Action Contracts (RACs).  RACs will
be split into remedial design (RD) and remedial action (RA) contracts.  Remedial design contracts
will include architectural and engineering contracts while remedial action contracts will be used
for construction.  

Mr. Flaks stated that the USACE will not be significantly impacted by the Contracts 2000
strategy.  USACE will be more involved with RD contracts for RACs.  EPA’s own capacity for
construction management may be a factor in USACE involvement in RA contracts.  Mr. Flaks
also commented that the implementation of the Contracts 2000 strategy has been delayed, but is
expected to be in place by the end of the fiscal year.

Bob Warda asked why the RACs contracts were to be split into RA and RD components.  Mr.
Flaks answered that splitting the contracts should increase the EPA’s ability to work with smaller
organizations and reduce the number of umbrella contracts.  Training will be needed to educate
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) on circumstances where this approach is not
feasible.

Community Involvement/Outreach: Panel Discussion

Helen DuTeau began the panel discussion by introducing herself, Bob Cribbin, Larry Poindexter,
and Cal Curington.  Ms. DuTeau mentioned that a national community outreach workgroup has
been created and has had monthly conference calls since last January.  The focus of the
workgroup is to improve community relations at relocation and removal sites.  Comprehensive
training is being developed that will enable USACE field personnel to address community
concerns more effectively.
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Community involvement is evolving toward a partnering process that extends beyond the current
statutes.  Technical Outreach for Communities is currently used by the USACE at non-NPL sites
to address community relations issues.  Ms. DuTeau pointed out that the use of Community
Advisory Groups and the Joint Information Center will improve the effectiveness of
communications between the EPA, the community, and USACE during response actions.

Calvin Curington commented that the USACE has a unique opportunity to become involved in
these community involvement programs.  Escambia and Agriculture Street Superfund projects are
excellent examples of sites where community involvement is a critical factor in the success of
relocation actions.  Mr. Curington played a recording of a National Public Radio (NPR) broadcast
concerning the process by which 350 families were relocated at the Escambia site.

The broadcast reported that 27 households were relocated because of their proximity to the
contaminated material site, dubbed “Mount Dioxin” by the citizens.  Citizens Against Toxic
Exposure (CATE) representatives called for more fair and accurate real estate appraisals for the
relocated households. According to Mr. Curington, Escambia is one of a couple of opportunities
for USACE involvement in a relocation project where minorities represented a large component
of the citizenry; the other is the Agriculture Street site in New Orleans.

Mr. Curington pointed out that community involvement is still EPA’s responsibility, but the
USACE is sometimes the agency most accessible to the local citizens.  USACE staff need training
to gain the confidence of EPA in addressing community concerns.  Qualifications for addressing
community issues also need to be identified.

Bob Cribbin then reminded the group that real estate acquisition must always address community
involvement.  USACE real estate staff should work closely with the appraisers to identify
elements of value that may not be readily apparent.  Citizens naturally consider the appraisals to
be undervalued because of personal attachment to the property.

Mr. Cribbin explained that at Escambia, the goal was to fit relocation into the normal scope of
work.  USACE real estate staff negotiated forgiveness of loans to facilitate relocation.  Although
the pilot project was relatively successful, USACE was criticized for not providing enough
information to the public concerning the importance of negotiation or benefit of title insurance. 
The challenge is to objectively provide information without influencing the ultimate decisions
made by the citizens.

Larry Poindexter discussed the Agriculture Street site in Louisiana.  The site was an undeveloped
property adjacent to public housing and a community center.  Local citizens are not pleased with
the decision to remove and replace the topsoil at the site with geosynthetic landscaping.  The
citizens feel a buy-out is the only acceptable course of action.  Citizens groups called for
Congressional funding for relocation.
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Mr. Poindexter expects that work at the site will not proceed after April or May.  He stated that
the community’s inflexibility played a large part in the failure of the remedy process.  Open public
meetings were conducted throughout the remedy selection process, but dissension grew once the
removal process began.  At one point restraining orders were even issued against the removal
action.  The Agriculture Street community felt they were being forced to accept the decisions of
the EPA because of the impossibility of relocation at the site.

Superfund O&M and Five-Year Review

Ken Skahn reported that guidance is currently being developed by JoAnn Griffith to address
O&M considerations.  The EPA definition of O&M is confined to the effort and procedures
needed to maintain a landfill cap, leachate collection system, pump and treat facility, or other
Remediation system.  Planning of the O&M procedures at a site should be done during the RI/FS
stage of the remediation process.  EPA’s responsibilities for designing an O&M systems is to
ensure that the system works and is cost effective.  The first draft of the O&M guidance will be
available in early February.  

Greg Mellema discussed his experience with the five-year review process.  The purpose of five-
year reviews is to ensure that the response action remains protective of human health and the
environment.  Ensuring that the action taken at the site is still protective is dependent upon the
extent of preliminary research conducted before the site visit.  Reviewers must have a thorough
understanding of how the site was designed before recommending modifications.

Mr. Mellema provided the Helen Kremer site as an example of where the five-year review
identified $300,000 annually in cost savings.  Recommendations at the site included simplifying
the design of the active gas collection system to improve efficiency.  The cost of the Helen
Kremer site review was $20,000.  A less intensive review of the Heleva, Lackawana, and Moyers
Landfill sites was conducted for a combined total of $25,000.  The Mid-State Disposal site was
reviewed for $30,000 and provides a good example of how preliminary planning may allow a
more intensive review.

Five-year reviews have identified design problems with erosion and surface drainage.  These kinds
of problems continue to be a problem because of caps designed with sharp angles.  Vandalism is
also a problem at many sites.  Mr. Mellema reiterated that reviewing the RI/FS, ROD, and design
drawings and documentation contribute greatly to the success of the review process.  He also
reminded the group that there will be an onsite workshop for conducting five-year reviews at the
Lipari site in April.

Ken Skahn commented that he and Carol Bass are developing a model SOW for five-year reviews
that will be included as an appendix in the five-year review guidance document. 
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Closing Remarks

Larry Reed thanked the speakers and commented that it is good to review post-design
effectiveness.  EPA also hopes to provide greater assistance with community involvement. 
Recycling sites will also be a potential area of opportunity for involvement with the USACE.

Before the meeting adjourned, James Waddell pointed out that USACE involvement with EPA is
an evolving process.  USACE must be flexible in costing out services to the EPA to ensure
customer satisfaction.  Mr. Waddell also reminded the group that Region 2 FUSRAP
considerations must still be addressed.  Rates should be clarified so that the EPA is only charged
for services that are actually provided.
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Name Organization Official Symbol/ Region Telephone Number

John Adams USACE CEPR-P (202) 761-5221

Shaheer Alvi EPA Region 2 (212) 637-4324

John Bartholomeo USACE CENAP-DP-M (215) 656-6927

Karen Baukert EPA OERR (703) 603-9046

Tom Billings USACE CESAD-PM (404) 562-5211

Bill Bolen EPA Region 5 (312) 353-6316

Donald Bruce EPA Region 5 (312) 886-7241

Rhea Cohen USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-7584

Calvin Curington USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-1064

John Cunningham EPA OERR (703) 603-8708

Joseph D’Agosta USACE CENAD-PM-M (718) 491-8773

John Davidson USACE CESPD-PM-M (415) 977-8245

Marcia Davies USACE CENWO-HX (402) 697-2555

Helen DuTeau EPA OERR (703) 603-8761

Ken Fisher EPA OERR (703) 603-8764

Art Flaks EPA OERR (703) 603-9088

John Frisco EPA Region 2 (212) 637-4400

Richard Gajdek USACE CENAN-PP-E (212) 264-0137

Barbara Getzen USACE HQ (202) 761-1980

Walter Graham EPA Region 3 (215) 814-3146

Dennis Hartmann USACE CEMP-RS (203) 603-9697

Greg Herring USACE CENWO-PM-HA (402) 221-7712

LTC Jeffrey Hills USACE CEMP-R (202) 761-8824

Eric Hines CE CENWO-HX (402) 697-2624

Tracy Hopkins EPA OERR (703) 603-8738

Tom Hudspeth USACE CENWO-HX-G (214) 767-2177

Mark Keast USACE CENWK-PE-EB (816) 983-2795
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John Kirschbaum USACE CENWO-PM-H (402) 221-7714

Dave Koran USACE CEMP-RT (202) 761-4989

Amir Kouhestani USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-5602

Anthony Levesanos USACE CEMP-RS (212) 264-0304

Jack Mahon USACE CECC-C (202) 761-8538

Rich McCollum USACE CENWK-PM-E (816) 983-3370

Mike McGagh EPA Region 1 (617) 918-1428

Greg Mellema USACE CENWO-HX-G (402) 693-2658

Althea Milburn USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-1601

Mark Mimick EPA OERR (703) 603-8884

Derrick Montford EPA OERR (703) 603-8939

Kevin Mould EPA HQ (703) 603-8728

Paul Nadeau EPA OERR (703) 603-8794

Mark Otis USACE CENAE-PP-EPB (978) 318-8895

Larry Poindexter USACE MVN (504) 862-2937

Aaron Polley USACE CERM-F (202) 761-4998

Nancy M. Porter USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-5245

Larry Reed EPA HQ (703) 603-8960

John Riley EPA OERR (703) 603-8733

Bob Silva USACE/EPA CEMP-RS (202) 260-4013

John Sassi USACE CENAD-ET-E (718) 491-8754

Mike Scarano USACE CENAD-PP-M (718) 491-8763

David Sills USACE CEMVD-PM-E (601) 634-5026

Tom Simmons USACE CENWK-PM-E (816) 983-3372

Ken Skahn EPA OERR (703) 603-8801

John J. Smith EPA OERR (703) 603-8802

Nash Sood USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-8618



EPA/USACE Senior Management Review (SMR) Meeting Notes, 20 January 1999

Name Organization Official Symbol/ Region Telephone Number

Final - 20 April 1999

Jim Strait USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-0414

Dan Tosoni USACE CENWD-MR-PM-H (402) 697-2622

Karen Tomimatsu EPA OERR (703) 603-8738

James Waddell USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-8879

Bob Warda USACE CELRD (GL) - P (312) 353-3679

Ernie Watkins EPA OERR (703) 603-9011
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USACE / EPA Senior Management Review (SMR) Meeting Agenda
January 20, 1999

Conference Room 11 A&B
EPA Crystal Gateway Office

1235 Jefferson-Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202

William Zobel - Moderator

0730-0800 Registration

0800-0830 Welcome and Introductions James Waddell, USACE

Mr. Larry Reed - HQ USEPA
LTC Jeff Hills - HQ USACE

0830-0900 Superfund Program Status/Update John J. Smith, USEPA

- Legislative changes
- Program changes and trends
- Possibility of Reauthorization being proposed by the Administration

0900-0920 Sound bytes James Waddell, USACE
Ken Skahn, USEPA

- Y2K problems
- Technical assistance to EPA - Chemistry labs
- Center of Expertise - Available services
- Rapid Response Team and Superfund
- EPA RI/FS Cost Estimating Guidance
- FUSRAP

0920-1000 Access to USACE Joint USACE/EPA Presentation

- Business Managers Shaheer Alvi, USEPA
Mike Scarano, USACE

- USACE staff detailed to EPA John Cunningham, USEPA
Mike Gross, USACE

- Regional experience with Generic/Blanket IAG William Bolen, USEPA
Greg Herring, USACE

- Start-up Teams John Kirschbaum, USACE
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1000-1020 Break

1020-1050 Advanced Technology for Site Monitoring (RECAP) LTC Jeff Hills, USACE
Mike Knaggs, DOE
Karl Stoeckle, DOE

- Real time demonstration of the RECAP System at the Industrial Latex Site
- Current use in construction
- Potential use in O&M
- Other uses of remote technology

1050-1140 Reuse of Superfund Sites Joint USACE/EPA Presentation

- General Background John Harris, USEPA
Paul Nadeau, USEPA

- Civil Works Authorities Beverly B. Getzen, USACE

- Examples of USACE Involvement in Reusing Superfund Sites:
Glen Cove James Waddell, USACE
Koppers Coke Mike Scarano, USACE

- Executing the “Fit” USACE/EPA Panel

- Open Discussion

1140-1300 Lunch

1300-1330 Cost Estimating Review Miguel Jumilla, USACE

- Project EM
- Walla Walla District review of EPA cost estimating process
- Future USACE involvement/assistance in cost estimating

1330-1400 Contaminated Aquatic Sediment Remedial Guidance Workgroup
(CASRGW) Ernie Watkins, USEPA

- EPA workgroup developing guidance for remediation of contaminated aquatic
sediment
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1400-1440 Contracts John Riley and Art Flaks, USEPA
John Kirschbaum and Cal Curington, USACE

- USACE experience with MARC
- EPA Contract 2000 Strategy
- EPA Performance-Based Contracting Pilots
- Contract management of cost-reimbursement contracts to obtain lowest reasonable

cost

1440-1500 Break

1500-1540 Community Involvement/Outreach Helen DuTeau, USEPA
Larry Poindexter, Scott Sauders

Cal Curington and Bob Cribbin, USACE

- USACE/EPA experience and solutions
- Role of USACE in Community Outreach -- can it or should it be expanded?
- Residential cleanup examples and lessons learned

1540-1600 Superfund O&M and Five-Year Review Ken Skahn, USEPA
Greg Mellema, USACE

- Current and future USACE involvement
- Status report on guidance

1600-1630 Closing Remarks James Waddell, USACE

Mr. Larry Reed - HQ USEPA
LTC Jeff Hills - HQ USACE
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USACE / EPA Senior Management Review (SMR) Meeting

20 January 1999

Meeting Materials:

C Sound byte fact sheets:
- Y2K Project -- Superfund Sites
- Chemistry Laboratories -- Support to EPA Superfund

Projects
- Hazardous, Toxic, & Radioactive Waste Center of Expertise

Specialists
- Rapid Response Program
- Project EPA -- Review of Cost Estimating Procedures
- Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

(FUSRAP)

C Example Generic/Blanket IAG
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